(Hironimus-Wendt and Lovell-Troy 1999; Ostrow, Hesser and Enos 1999). However, the results of such pedagogical projects are often mixed. While many benefits have been noted (Everett 1998; Marullo 1998 ; MyersLipton 1998; Parilla and Hesser 1998), so too has the inability for some projects to achieve their intended aims (Eby 1999 ; Hironimus-Wendt and Lovell-Troy 1999; Hondagneu-Sotelo and Raskoff 1994; Parker-Gwin and Mabry 1998; Strand 1999). Hondagneu-Sotelo and Raskoff (1994), for example, outline common pitfalls of CBL projects, including the difficulty many students have in linking their experiences in the community with those in the classroom and the tendency for students to assume a "white-knight" persona, whereby they see themselves as saviors to the detriment of social science learning. Perhaps most discouraging, some research documents how students may use their experiences with community projects to further harden, rather than break, prevailing stereotypes (Eby 1999 ; Hondagneu-Sotelo and Raskoff 1994). In short, fulfilling the civic and academic potential of CBL projects can be difficult.
In part, mixed outcomes of CBL experiences may be a function of project design. The purpose of this paper is to offer five questions for thinking through initial design issues not currently addressed in the literature. The questions-based on hindsight from our own CBL project, feedback from students and the partner organization, and relevant literature in sociology--intend to help clarify pedagogical and participatory goals in light of the competing interests of instructors, students, and community organizations. The points discussed here do not represent a comprehensive framework for total project design but rather frame issues that underlie initial project development once the decision to include a CBL component has been made and the instructor(s) begin to shape the basic structure of the course and project requirements. The broader aim is to help make the process of incorporating CBL into sociology courses easier and perhaps more fruitful.
CURRENT RESOURCES FOR CBL PROJECT PLANNING IN SOCIOLOGY
The decision to incorporate CBL into a course in the first place has received considerable attention in work discussing the pedagogical advantages of CBL in sociology classes ( Gwin 1996a) . There are also examples of ways to address certain logistical problems, including transportation and geographical difficulties (Porter and Schwartz 1993; Scarce 1997), serious budget constraints (Corwin1996), and maintaining continuity in long-term programs (Calderon 1996) .
Missing among these varied references is more systematic treatment of preliminary planning once the decision to do a CBL project has been made and the project begins to assume shape. Specifically, relatively little discussion has been focused on how to choose the form of the CBL project and how to evaluate the pedagogical and participatory tradeoffs associated with different forms. Based on our experience and reading of the literature, this paper presents a set of five questions intended to help fill this gap. We situate this set of questions between, on the one hand, well-documented work on the decision to incorporate CBL, and on the other, resources devoted to aspects of evaluation, integration of course material, and overcoming challenges. The five questions are: "* Among the goals of the project, are there primary and secondary goals, or are the goals given equal weight? "* Is participation in the project mandatory or voluntary? "* Should the CBL component of a course be concentrated in one site or dispersed across many sites? "* How similar or different should each student's individual participation in the project be? * How central should direct client/community interaction be to students' activities?
All of these questions are germane to courses integrating a CBL experience into a more traditional classroom setting. They also may serve as a helpful starting point in designing projects that are even more focused on communities and which may not have central classroom components, for example some internships or community-based research projects.
The five questions are the focus of this discussion. We begin, however, by outlining the basic contours of our own CBL project. In addition to providing the impetus for this paper, this CBL experience is the source of many examples employed in later analyses.
OUR PROJECT
Basic Course Profile "Sex, Sexuality, and Gender" was an introductory gender course offered by Princeton University's Sociology Department in the spring semester of the 1999-2000 academic year, involving 20 students (two men and 18 women). Some students were particularly engaged in the course material while others showed only mild interest, and the majority had no exposure to sociology or gender studies prior to the course. In addition to the professor and a graduate student assistant leading student discussion sections, two other graduate students were employed parttime to help develop and manage the CBL project.
Origins of the CBL Component of the Course Our CBL project emerged from a desire to break from conventional modes of teaching and bring sociological ideas-in our case, gender-"to life." Gender is a topic wellsuited for an experiential learning approach in an undergraduate course; students often take gender differences for granted because of their ubiquity and popular perceptions that they are natural, "cultural," or predom- This part of the project was added later in the semester, in response to the desire of nearly all students and Ms. Fernandez for more information about LU's clients. This decision was also motivated by the need to offer more guidance and an alternative project to two students who were struggling with the research projects they had proposed. They helped manage survey design, implementation, data entry, and the writing of the final report.
CBL Project Requirements and Evaluation
At the start of the course, we introduced students to the projects and asked them to choose one of the project components as their focus for the duration of the course. Participation was mandatory and constituted forty percent of each student's course grade. Students were required to develop a short proposal for their particular project. Once the project got underway, they submitted a short weekly journal describing both their progress for the week and reflections on their activities in light of course readings and lectures. Graduate assistants gave them regular feedback on the journal entries in order to respond to administrative issues and help students link gender studies to their CBL experiences.
Each student also was required to attend the weekend ESL course offered by LU at least one time during the semester, in order to ensure that all students had some direct client contact regardless of their project type. LU also welcomed having additional English-language conversation partners for their ESL students. At the end of the project, each team wrote a final paper and gave a presentation about their experiences to their peers, Ms. Fernandez, and representatives from Princeton's CBLI program. More details about the course and project can be found in the appendix.
Our project design was complex and a work-in-progress. It was the culmination of many decisions, made both before and during the project, and in response to new challenges and opportunities. The introduction of the client survey midway through our project is a case in point. In hindsight, our project design was navigated carefully but not systematically, and ultimately gave rise to many of the questions and ideas presented here.
FIVE QUESTIONS FOR YOUR CBL PEDAGOGICAL AND PARTICIPATORY GOALS
In the remainder of the paper, we outline and discuss five questions that underlie the initial stages of CBL project designs, in an effort to help instructors be more systematic when designing CBL projects. These questions were derived inductively from our own experience, but this discussion relies on multiple sources: three interviews with Ms. Fernandez during the planning stage of the project and two interviews once the project had finished, a questionnaire completed by 14 students giving their general evaluation of the project, the individual reflections students incorporated in their final project reports (N=20), and a systematic review of over 25 articles and materials (most from Teaching Sociology) concerning CBL projects and sociology.
These questions do not speak to every aspect of project design and management but rather represent a complement to existing resources on CBL. The framework is best there primary and secondary goals or are they all given equal weight? Every CBL project has many goals. Often they are divided into academic and civic responsibility goals, but other instructors may delineate more specific objectives. For example, Calderon and Farrell (1996) note that their project's objectives included enhancing the sense of social responsibility, allowing students to engage in the craft of "doing sociology," and linking internships in public schools with academic study. In our own case, we had three primary objectives: contribute meaningfully to our partner organization, help the students better understand gender, and help the students appreciate and understand social contexts distinct from their own (Latino immigrant communities and inner-city Trenton).
Critical questions concern not only the content of project goals but also the priority or rank assigned to each goal. A decision about goal ranking provides a consistent guidepost for the decisions that inevitably arise during planning and throughout the course. Moreover, when the goal ranking is made explicit to the different interests involved-students and partner organization(s)-their expectations may be clearer and in turn better met by the experience.
To illustrate this point, consider a stylized example of a CBL project in an introductory urban sociology course. The stated goals may be twofold: to help students understand the course material and to make a contribution to an urban community organization. If the instructor decides to prioritize the academic goal over the contribution to the organization, then s/he may decide to include more activities that are arguably easier to incorporate into class materials and discuss in an academic fashion. These activities could involve, for example, participant observation in an urban community (e.g., having students spend time at a street corner or take a specific bus line) or an activity like 4Identifying and explicating these interests may overstate the differences among them and simplify the multiple competing interests within each, but these are arguably natural interest groups or stakeholders given standard pedagogical structures.
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TEACHING SOCIOLOGY participation in an urban park clean-up day and an assignment to write field notes about that experience. A project that reflects a decision to prioritize the practical contribution of the CBL project to the organization would take a different form, such as ongoing student participation in a community needs assessment survey, grant-writing, office work, or web design. These activities may also yield important academic benefits, but inevitably more time is spent handling administrative, logistical, and political aspects of intensive student involvement in community affairs. Devoting time to these issues may come at a cost of course content. In short, the implications for students, the organization, and the instructors are different in each of these scenarios. But in each case, the instructor/manager who begins with a clearer notion of the desired outcome can more efficiently and perhaps effectively design the project.
Project managers also can decide to give all or some goals equal weight. When this is the case, project design requires a different approach aimed at striking an even balance between or among goals. This was the approach we attempted. In an effort to ensure that our students' efforts made real contributions to Latinas Unidas, we included projects such as publicity development and distribution, which were more challenging to link to gender studies than were other activities, like research papers or the client survey. We tried to help the publicity group members see the gendered aspects of the work they did (e.g., thinking about gender messages in the media), but the course content was not focused on this aspect of gender as much as it was on the themes related to other student projects. Ms. Fernandez, however, found the publicity projects the most useful of all of the students' contributions. We would not have included this type of project among the student options if we had made academic gains the highest priority.
The intent is not to recommend one type of priority ranking over another. Rather, we want to highlight the importance of recognizing that different goal-rankings have varied implications for instructors, students, and partner organizations, as well as for other aspects of project design.
Q 2. Is participation in the project mandatory or voluntary?
After determining both the content and priority of a project's goals, a second important decision concerns whether student participation in the project will be mandatory or voluntary. Table 1 In our case, we made the project mandatory as well as central to the course. This arrangement may have introduced selectivity at an earlier point, among the students who took the course. Eight students dropped the course after the first week, and it is possible that their reasons related to the requirements 'The Ender et al. (2000) study concludes that women, non-social science majors, students who do not commute to class, and students who are not employed are more likely to participate in service learning projects. Parker and Mabry (1998) argue that self-selection into service learning might vary by course type, but overall find a higher participation of women and students with prior volunteer experience.
6We and the University lack information about why these students dropped the course. It is standard procedure at Princeton for students to "shop" for classes during the first week of the semester, so it is hard to know how this early turnover related to the CBL project. We chose to work with one organization, anticipating that doing so would facilitate incorporation of students' experiences into course discussions and lectures. We also thought that management of the project would be easier from our perspective than if we were handling relationships with many organizations. Both of these advantages appeared to mesh well with our other decisions to make the project mandatory and central and to give all of our goals equal weight. Making the case that our project could make a real difference for our partner organization(s) was easier by virtue of the fact that we had all students directing their energies towards one organization.
DESIGNING CBL PROJECTS
One clear disadvantage to this approach was the risk of overloading Ms. Fernandez, already over-burdened with her own work. However, this problem may be minimized for others who work with larger organizations or those with stronger volunteer infrastructures.
Given the focus on a particular population, another option would have been to find more than one organization that worked with Latino immigrants in the area. If students had been divided between two organizations and client bases, for example, students may have learned more about how community organizations work and may have been able to bring in a more comparative view on the local Latino community than they did in our case. Another possibility might have been not to concentrate on one single population but instead to seek out many organizations that serve different minority women throughout the area (e.g., programs for teen mothers, LU, and a sexual abuse center). In both alternative schemes, for example, students could have self-selected to the organizations that best fit their interests and time availability (e.g., one organization is closer to campus than another). Table 2 outlines these and other merits of these choices. We allowed for substantial variation in the way that students participated in the CBL project. Students self-selected into the different components (the survey component was an exception), each of which involved both different types of activities (e.g., designing fliers, doing a literature review, caring for children) and different issues (publicity, labor force participation, child care). One clear advantage of this approach was that it allowed us to assist LU in various ways and, arguably, more effectively. This decision also made sense in light of LU's small size and our decision to focus all of the class' energies there; for example, LU could not absorb all students as weekly volunteers.
From an instructor's point of view, it was clear that students gained different insights depending on their project. Students in the research component learned about immigrant communities and gender in general; students working with publicity and distribution learned about the immigrant community; and the students in the volunteer component gained "hands on" experience about non-profit organizations. These conclusions are reflected in students' final evaluations. A member of the distribution group wrote, "[my project] had very little to do with gender and was only about immigration," and a volunteer wrote, "I had a very difficult time trying to find gender-relevant observations thru [sic] my volunteer work." That said, some students expressed new appreciation for what it takes to manage a community organization and for the flexibility required to work in one. Overall, the implications of allowing substantial variation in student participation are that instructors must anticipate differential impacts (upon students, the organization, and course content), give more individual guidance to students, and during class time draw across students' experiences to the benefit of all students.
As a counter-example to this project design, consider a case in which everyone in a course about social stratification is asked to volunteer for two hours a week at a local soup kitchen. If all students share the same experience, then they may more easily relate and bring the CBL experience into course discussions, in turn making integration of the experience into the course more straightforward for the instructor. All students could also be evaluated in the same way, thereby reducing confusion about differing expectations among students and easing the management burden of the instructors and possibly the partner organization. An alternative design could include one common goal but many different jobs, thereby combining the class cohesion and clarity of purpose fostered in the soup kitchen example with the benefits of having various activities, as noted in our own case. Designing, carrying out, and analyzing a community survey might be an example of this approach. (See Table 3 .) Q 5. How central should direct community/client interaction be to students' projects? Many CBL projects in sociology aim to expose students to communities different from their own and to ensure some amount of direct client interaction. Beyond that, however, there is relatively little discussion about how much students' projects or learning experiences should revolve around this interaction. This section speaks to some of the advantages and disadvantages of having students' experience rely primarily on interaction with the clients, compared to students whose activities or projects do not. The issue about variations in client interaction among students participating in a CBL component is distinct and closely tied to the previous question. (See Table 4 .)
In our case, the students whose projects primarily relied on direct client interaction faced particular problems and opportunities that other students did not. We felt ambivalent about allowing this project, given the student's lack of training in qualitative research. In fact she did not gain substantial insights from the interviews she did and turned to work on the survey project. Additionally, this project caused hardship on the organization because it had to match clients with the student, help negotiate language barriers, and help mediate the organization of the interviews.
FINAL THOUGHTS
While by no means comprehensive, the five issues presented here are central to any CBL project design and are important to consider during initial planning, after the decision to incorporate CBL into a course has been made. The answers given to these questions help guide decisions about more specific, logistical, or management concerns about CBL. In our estimation, the first question about the priority assigned to goals of CBL merits initial and primary consideration. The other decisions flow from the choices made at that point. The set of questions discussed here is intended to complement existing resources that relate to other aspects of course and project design and to help instructors design CBL projects more efficiently, given the particular constraints and opportunities they each encounter.
Certain gaps remain among the resources on CBL design and management. For example, the pedagogical question about how much control students should have in designing a course and their projects-a question important to all courses with or without a CBL-assumes a new twist in the face of a CBL project, given the fact that student activities involve and impact a third party, the partner organization(s). Another important topic regards how to create an effective and fair structure for evaluating student performance when some or all students work on a CBL project and/or engage in quite different CBL activities, as was our case. As instructors continue to carry out CBL projects, issues like these and those discussed in this paper need to be discussed and shared among faculty working on CBL projects. While there is no empirical evidence that more systematic project planning will produce more positive results for CBL, we believe it could have improved the experiences of all who were involved in our own CBL experience. ESL attendance. At least once over the semester, students had to assist in a Saturdaymorning ESL course held at LU.
Final paper and presentation. Each team's final paper summarized their work and lessons learned. Students working on research papers submitted those as their final papers (15 pages), while the students working on publicity or as volunteers wrote papers about their respective experiences and lessons learned (10 pages). Those working on the client survey turned in a report of key results from the perspective of gender as discussed throughout the course. All students working in teams also were instructed to include in their group paper an additional section (1-2 pages) that was written independently and summarized their individual reflections on their experience. * Final grade for project: completion of weekly diary (40%) and the proposal, final paper, and presentation (60%). Grading was based upon timely completion of each requirement and clear evidence of efforts to link their experience to course material, in addition to the quality of written and oral presentations.
